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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper discusses and evaluates diverse conceptions 
of knowledge current in the emerging discipline of 
knowledge management. These include: the idea of 
knowledge stored digitally; personal knowledge; the 
DIKW knowledge pyramid; team learning and 
organisational learning. The author contends that 
speaking coherently about the growth of knowledge is 
impossible without first recognising a group of 
unresolved problems in the theory of knowledge. These 
include the question of what qualifies as knowledge 
and the related question of which entities are able to 
possess  knowledge. Rather that trying to settle these 
questions, the author examines diverse conceptions of 
knowledge and discusses their implications for the 
question of tracking knowledge growth. The paper is 
relevant to practitioners who manage intellectual 
resources or support learning. The paper includes 
suggestions relating to empirical research and 
theoretical development in knowledge management and 
the theory of knowledge. 
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1.0 DOES KNOWLEDGE GROW 
EXPONENTIALLY? 
 
The idea that the knowledge is growing exponentially 
was most famously proposed by Price (1963) in his 
book Little Science, Big Science. His main intention 
was to mark the dawn of a new era of scientific 
investigation, and the idea of exponential growth was 
subsidiary. Since then, many have seized on the idea of 
exponential growth and the idea has often been 
accepted uncritically.  
 
Price bases his conclusion on estimates of the growth 
of scientific publications, the number of scientists and 
money allocated for research. If our conception of 
knowledge embraces items that can be stored and 
retrieved digitally or as text, we could agree that 
knowledge grows irreversibly and wonder whether that 
growth is exponential, or perhaps follows some other 
function. I will not explore this question here, but 
others have. Lyman & Varian (2003) estimate that 5 
exabytes (5 x 1018 bytes) of new information was 
produced in 2002, growing at around 30% per year. My 
question is: is this really knowledge? Is it even 
information?  
 
Many Knowledge Management (KM) practitioners and 
theorists lack the robust concept of knowledge needed 
to answer this question convincingly. Since KM is 
multidisciplinary and eclectic, it includes divergent 
ideas. This is one of its strengths, but the contention of 
this paper is that KM embraces surprisingly diverse 
conceptions of knowledge. Taken together, the result is 
confused. KM needs a more coherent concept of 
knowledge and this would improve its prospect of 
becoming a mature and useful discipline. 
 
2.0 DIVERGENT CONCEPTS OF 
KNOWLEDGE 
Some KM practitioners aim to promote the growth of 
knowledge and could reasonably begin by asking what 
knowledge is. Discourse about knowledge in KM 
circles seems to revolve around three central 
conceptions. We have already seen one: knowledge 
that can be stored and retrieved using digital or text 
resources. At the risk of oversimplification, this 
conception can be seen as corresponding to the so-
called first generation of KM which was technology 
focused and aimed to leverage profit from digital 
resources. Another leading concept of knowledge is 
personal knowledge, as Drucker bluntly puts it, 
knowledge that is ‘between the ears’ of employees. 
Finally, there is collective knowledge which I will 
associate with Peter Senge (for team knowledge and 
organisational learning) and Lave & Wenger (for their 
social theory of learning and for communities of 
practice). 
2.1 The Knowledge Pyramid 
At least in the literature, first generation  KM seems to 
have been superceded by new ideas from Senge (1990) 
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and others. The conception of ‘knowledge as data’ has 
been widely criticised, for example by Wilson (2002) 
who counters with a common-sense view that 
knowledge must be known by an individual – personal 
knowledge. For him, messages and databases do not 
carry knowledge; they constitute mere information. 
This conforms to the DIKW model often attributed to 
Zeleny (1987), which stratifies data, information, 
knowledge and wisdom hierarchically. The idea is that 
each layer of the hierarchy represents something deeper 
and more valuable. Unfortunately some commonly 
used accounts of the DIKW model make ineffective 
distinctions between layers of the hierarchy. For 
example, information is frequently described as being 
organised data and knowledge is understood as being 
organised information. This makes knowledge 
organised organised data , with no account of how it 
differs from information, which is merely organised 
data.  
2.2 More Problems with Definitions  
Some more sophisticated accounts commonly used in 
KM look untenably counterintuitive. For example, 
information is often characterised as data organised in 
a way that makes it meaningful. This definition is 
problematic on two counts. The concept of data that is 
being used here includes not just digital data, strings of 
ones and zeros, but also simple truths, for example 
measurements or categorisation. This means that some 
things that we would ordinarily call data can be 
expressed as simple declarative sentences which look 
perfectly meaningful. On the face of it, this definition 
fails to capture the difference between data and 
information because many statements that embody data 
are, in fact, meaningful. Of course, there are ways to 
salvage the definition, either by saying that these 
simple declarative statements are not really meaningful 
or that they are not really data.  Either way, we become 
embroiled in a wholesale and counterintuitive 
reconceptualisation of much of what we now call data, 
which must now be seen as either meaningless or 
information. Both tactics for salvaging this distinction 
amount to playing with words, and there are good 
reasons for avoiding that. Of course, the emerging 
discipline of KM is at liberty to adopt specialist 
vocabulary as it pleases but if its taxonomies involve 
wholesale and counterintuitive reclassification, it runs 
the risk of driving a terminological wedge between 
itself and other disciplines.  
The second difficulty with the idea of distinguishing 
information from data in terms of meaningfulness is 
that the idea of meaningfulness is, in itself, 
problematic. It might make sense to distinguish 
between data and information on the basis of 
meaningfulness if there were a simple procedure for 
deciding whether something was meaningful and a 
broad consensus about the validity of that criterion. 
Unfortunately, there is no such procedure and this is 
recognised, at least by some, as an unresolved problem 
in Philosophy. Introducing the concept of 
meaningfulness into KM’s taxonomies complicates 
rather than simplifies.  
Focussing on another example, the distinction between 
information and knowledge is frequently made by 
saying that knowledge is applied, or involves action, or 
is about ‘how-to’. This distinction effectively denies 
the existence of declarative knowledge. On the face of 
it, this distinction rests on a falsehood. The falsehood 
is: all knowledge is procedural and, on the face of it, 
should be rejected. The distinction could be salvaged 
by reclassifying all declarative knowledge  as 
information. As before, this reclassification seems too 
wholesale and counterintuitive to be sustainable, 
simply because declarative statements are generally 
regarded as expressing knowledge. Additionally, the 
distinction between declarative and procedural 
knowledge is part of a useful taxonomy of knowledge 
in robust and promising fields of inquiry such as 
cognitive psychology. It would be reckless to disrupt 
the normal usage of the word knowledge to the extent 
that some KM specialists seem to be recommending.  
Wilson (2002) despairs when he notes that Sutton’s 
otherwise thoughtful account of knowledge in KM 
refers to information as codified knowledge (Sutton 
2001). Wilson’s problem is, presumably, that the word 
codified implies an additional element of clarification 
and organisation, so that knowledge is understood as 
organised information and information is (in a sense) 
organised knowledge – and we have an apparent 
circularity.  
The idea that knowing how  or even tacit knowledge  can 
be codified, stored and retrieved is present in some KM 
literature and practice. This idea is essentially anti-
hierarchical, and inconsistent with the DIKW pyramid. 
Moreover, it is seldom clear just how procedural 
knowledge and tacit knowledge are to be boiled down 
to something storable, then subsequently reconstituted 
in procedural terms. Whatever view we adopt of 
Wilson’s criticism of KM, there does seem to be a 
terminological muddle. 
So far, I have shown is that there are some faulty or 
incomplete definitions around the concept of 
knowledge in KM, which is unsurprising and does no 
more that tell us that some definitions need to be tidied 
up. I also acknowledge that some authors such as 
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) construct a knowledge 
pyramid free of circularity or the need for large and 
counterintuitive reclassification. In the sections that 
follow, I argue that the concept of knowledge in KM is 
even more diverse that we have seen so far. After brief 
comments on learning organisations and communities 
of practice, I return to the question of how knowledge 
grows. 
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2.3 Learning Organisations  
While the phrase learning organisation is used 
frequently in KM circles, the way that the phrase is 
used often strays quite far from its origin in Senge’s 
book The Fifth Discipline (1990). In particular, the 
fifth discipline itself, systems thinking  is widely 
neglected and with it some subtlety of thought about 
knowledge and where it resides. Senge acknowledges 
the importance of personal mastery, but beyond the 
individual learner are teams, and beyond the teams, the 
whole organisation. For Senge, teams can be 
fundamentally more capable than the people that 
belong to them. They are the fundamental unit of 
learning. When he considers the learning capability of 
a whole organisation, Senge challenges the assumption 
of individual agency in the performance of the 
organisation. It is true that individuals have a part to 
play. Systems thinking encourages them to act in ways 
likely to improve the structure and function of an 
organisation. This allows the organisation to be 
smarter, address problems and respond appropriately to 
feedback.  
For some KM practitioners, particularly those in high 
technology sectors, their fundamental focus seems to 
be how to quell the loss of individual expertise 
(personal knowledge) from their enterprise in the 
context of rapid staff turnover. These practitioners 
might think of the ‘learning organisation’ as one in 
which people accept lifelong learning and recognise the 
need to share knowledge as a matter of routine. 
Although these are valuable attitudes, they miss the 
concept of a team or organisation as an entity capable 
of learning, capable of possessing knowledge. For 
some KM writers and practitioners, the idea of 
applying systems thinking to the behaviour of 
organisations, including their learning capabilities is 
not part of their agenda.  
2.4 Communities of Practice 
The notion of communities of practice (KM 
practitioners often call them COPs) is found in the 
discourse of post-millennial KM. The terminology of 
COPs comes from the social learning theory of Lave & 
Wenger (1991) (see also Wenger (1998)). Their theory 
implies a radical reconception of learning. Their 
starting point is that the conception of learning as 
something which occurs ‘between the ears’ of 
individuals does not form the basis of an adequate 
theory of learning. Their alternate analytical viewpoint 
is that learning is a social phenomenon. From this 
viewpoint “… knowing … is located in relations 
among practitioners” (Lave and Wenger, p122) and “a 
community of practice is an intrinsic condition for the 
existence of knowledge” (p 98). Lave and Wenger do 
not explicitly deny that individuals learn or possess 
knowledge but this viewpoint is seen as unhelpful, not 
a sound basis for an adequate theory of learning. In 
their theory, learning is not a process that takes place in 
individual minds; rather it is a matter of social 
transition. 
2.5 Diversity and Usefulness 
If I can be permitted to set aside some of the 
terminological muddles surrounding the work 
knowledge in KM, I can say that if KM incorporates 
the ideas of Senge and Lave & Wenger then its 
conception of knowledge would include knowledge 
that can be stored digitally or as text, personal 
knowledge, knowledge held in teams, knowledge held 
in organisations and the outcome of learning 
understood as a social phenomenon. 
It is not the intention of this paper to complain that KM 
has adopted the vocabulary of systems thinking or 
social learning theory without doing justice to their 
complexities. It is legitimate for practitioners to 
simplify – and perhaps complaints from academics are 
inevitable. To paraphrase Collins (1992), KM is not an 
analytical science like physics or psychology; rather it 
is a design science  more like aeronautics or artificial 
intelligence. At times, it makes sense to use divergent 
concepts eclectically. Kanfer et al (2000) suggest that “ 
… in basic interaction, individuals own the knowledge 
and in collaboration groups hold the knowledge, while 
in a fully distributed team, no one person or group 
actually holds the knowledge.” This conception, or 
something like it, may prove useful in KM but there is 
work to be done in order to arrive at a coherent and 
consensual conception of what knowledge is. I do not 
attempt that project here. The time has come to return 
to the question of how knowledge grows. 
 
3.0 HOW KNOWLEDGE GROWS 
In this section, I place the project of generating a 
coherent concept of knowledge to one side. Rather than 
trying to settle disputes about what knowledge really 
is, I examine diverse conceptions of knowledge and 
examine their implications for the question of growth. 
3.1 Knowledge that can be Stored 
If we accept that knowledge can be stored in magnetic, 
print and other media, there is no ‘hard problem’ of 
quantifying it or estimating its growth. Management of 
this knowledge is, in part, a question of conservation. 
From a management point of view, issues of access are 
generally more pressing. The aim is to leverage 
organisational knowledge assets to optimize 
performance and increase the organization’s worth. 
Knowledge assets need to be systematically collected, 
stored and shared across the organization. KM 
therefore involves human resources, organization 
structure and culture, as well as information 
 4 
technology. Nevertheless, it would be possible to make 
a reasonable estimate of the knowledge resources held 
in particular forms, and to know how these are 
growing. 
 
This model of knowledge growth is not unproblematic. 
For example: if we take this model seriously, an 
understanding of new ideas or techniques by a 
widening circle of people does not constitute growth of 
knowledge. Conversely, resources which lie neglected 
or forgotten in the dusty pages of project reports or on 
corporte hard drives are counted as additional 
knowledge. But these difficulties are, at least, clearly 
understood and there are useful scientometric and 
webometric indicators available to any KM practitioner 
who wants to track this type of growth and perhaps try 
to promote it. 
3.2 Personal Knowledge 
Personal knowledge is the traditional concern of 
managers, trainers and human resource specialists. If 
we think of knowledge as being between ‘between the 
ears’ of employees, the growth of knowledge within an 
organisation is not irreversible nor is knowledge 
retention guaranteed. Employee turnover can leach 
corporate expertise. At times, managers struggle just to 
maintain current levels of available knowledge. This is 
analogous to the societal need for elementary 
knowledge (such as counting and reading) to be 
reproduced from one generation to the next through 
schooling, work experience and the like. Knowledge 
growth requires additional effort, but once again this 
aspect of KM is well understood and extensively 
documented. In this context, astute recruitment, 
effective orientation, training, collaborative working, 
knowledge sharing and continuing professional 
development are all relevant approaches.  
Modelling the personal knowledge held within an 
organisation is not a straightforwardly quantitative 
task. Ordinary discourse about tracking additions or 
losses to the totality of personal knowledge within an 
organisation can be understood in terms of sets. For 
now, I am using the term ‘knowledge’ inclusively, with 
a focus on declarative knowledge, procedural 
knowledge and higher level capabilities. Since we are 
outlining a model for compounding personal 
knowledge, we can begin by thinking about the growth 
of knowledge atomistically, by imagining an 
organisation with one employee who possesses certain 
knowledge. We can speak about the knowledge of this 
sole employee as a set of characteristics, represented by 
regions A and B in Figure 1.  
 
Figure 1: A simplified set theoretical model of personal 
knowledge within an organisation. 
The circle on the right of the Figure 1 represents the 
addition of a second employee, who also possesses the 
knowledge represented by region B, and also brings 
new knowledge into the organisation, represented by 
region C. The knowledge added is represented by 
region C. This set theoretical approach models the 
reality that the personal knowledge available to an 
organisation does not necessarily grow with the 
addition of employees, particularly if they bring 
expertise and experience which the organisation 
already possesses. This insight may explain the 
growing popularity of interdisciplinary team working. 
Incidentally, we can also use set theory to model one of 
the pitfalls of interdisciplinary working by imagining a 
situation where the team lacks the common knowledge 
and vocabulary to function effectively (Figure 2). 
 
 
Figure 2: Venn diagram depiction of a team which does not 
function effectively because individuals do not share relevant 
knowledge. 
A real organisation would be represented by a larger 
and more complex model. This set thinking allows us 
to model the addition and loss of personal knowledge 
without addressing the question of how much personal 
knowledge is available to an organisation, how fast it is 
growing or even whether it is growing overall.  
The obstacle to making these judgements has to do 
with quantification. We can estimate knowledge 
growth only if knowledge is measurable (a quantity) or 
countable (a number of items of knowledge). In the 
first case, the construct quantity of knowledge would be 
operationalised by adopting an indicator or other 
measure. In the case of counting, items of knowledge 
would be individuated, so that we would be able to tell, 
in a particular situation, whether we had one item of 
knowledge or two. Incidentally, there is no requirement 
A C  B 
 5 
here that knowledge should be exactly measurable or 
countable; a reasonable estimate is all that is required.  
Unfortunately, we possess no credible indicator of how 
much knowledge a person has. This is because 
knowledge cannot easily be measured and items of 
knowledge are not well individuated. When we add the 
problem of weighing items from various parts of our 
taxonomy of knowledge, the problem of quantification 
is aggravated. How can an item of declarative 
knowledge be combined with, for example, problem 
solving capability to arrive at a total? At this time, the 
prospect of devising a credible indicator for 
quantifying personal knowledge is remote. The non-
quantitative set-theoretical approach of ordinary 
discourse therefore seems to be the most useful tool 
available. 
3.3 Team Learning 
Team learning, as Senge (1990) uses the phrase, is 
more than personal mastery plus the ability to work in 
a team. For Senge, team members can become open to 
the flow of a ‘larger intelligence’ that represents 
procedural knowledge that individual members of the 
team might not possess. Senge conceives team learning 
as “the process of aligning and developing the 
capacities of a team to create the results its members 
truly desire” (Senge 1990, p 236). Knowledge held in 
teams may take some time to develop and, depending 
on circumstances, can be fragile when confronted by 
changing circumstances or changing personnel. If KM 
practitioners want to foster the ability of teams to learn, 
can they make sense of questions such as how much 
does this team know and how quickly is it learning? 
The obvious approach to tracking team learning is in 
terms of team capability. We could say, for example, 
that an advertising team is capable of tackling a major 
project when, last year, it was not. This addition or loss 
of capability can be modelled in set theoretical terms in 
the same way as personal knowledge but the problems 
of measurement and individuation which we observed 
in relation to individual knowledge are amplified by 
our partial understanding of team knowledge. We do 
not yet have a good understanding of how procedural 
knowledge can reasonably be attributed to a team when 
no individual member possesses it. As Senge 
acknowledges  
Until we can describe [team learning] better, it will 
remain mysterious. Until we have some theory of 
what happens when teams learn (as opposed to 
individuals in teams learning), we will be unable 
to distinguish group intelligence from ‘group 
think,’ when individuals succumb to group 
pressures for conformity. 
(1990, p. 238)  
 
At least at the current stage of understanding of KM, 
practitioners and theorists can speak qualitatively about 
the capabilities of a team and its ability to learn, but 
there is no credible indicator which allows KM 
practitioners to evaluate learning or knowledge growth. 
This area could benefit from theoretical development. 
3.4 The Learning Organisation 
Senge’s advocacy of systems thinking brings with it 
three principal strengths, a reassessment of leadership 
roles within organisations, his use of archetypes and 
the suggestion that system dynamics can be applied to 
organisations (Senge, 1990). System dynamics was 
founded by Forrester and others in the 1960s and has 
become a relatively sophisticated discipline capable of 
qualitative description of complex systems and of 
quantitative mathematical modelling, often using 
software tools. Unfortunately the quantitative side of 
system dynamics is not well suited to modelling the 
learning of an entire organisation (this knowledge 
would be in addition to team knowledge and individual 
knowledge). The quantitative approaches of system 
dynamics are applied most successfully to problems 
that involve a small part of a whole system. One reason 
for this is that quantifying soft variables is inevitably 
somewhat subjective. When a large number of soft 
variables are incorporated into a mathematical model, 
it can become unconvincing and even misleading. 
Systems thinking offers ideas about how to make an 
organisation learn more effectively but no credible 
indicator of how effective it has become, or of the total 
organisational knowledge it possesses. 
3.5 Social Theories of Learning  
Lave and Wegner’s social theory of learning – and 
other theories in this field are flatly qualitative; the 
quantification of the growth of knowledge simply does 
not arise within their analytical framework. We can 
reject the positivist prejudice that if a something cannot 
be measured it is irrelevant or does not exist. But the 
fact remains that social learning theory currently offers 
no useful tool for tracking learning.  
4.0 USEFUL THEORIES IN KM  
4.1 Knowledge Growth is Important 
So far, this paper has touched on a range of unresolved 
issues in the theory of knowledge, including the 
question of what knowledge is, what kinds of entities 
can be knowers and how knowledge can be measured 
or counted. This is relevant to KM practitioners who 
aim to manage intellectual resources, particularly if 
they aim to promote learning. It is reasonable for 
practitioners to want to know whether individuals are 
 6 
learning, whether teams are learning and whether the 
entire organisation is learning.  
Incidentally, it seems unrealistic to neglect distinctions 
between individual and collective learning in favour of 
promoting learning ‘at every level’. Important 
questions about organisational culture are relevant 
here. As Madan Rao emphasises, effective KM implies 
a new spirit of altruism in which organizational culture 
changes from a state of hoarding knowledge to one of 
sharing knowledge (Rao, 2002).  
The question of quantification can seem academic at 
first but is pertinent to any attempt to evaluate whether 
a KM initiative has been successful. Ideally, we would 
like to know whether knowledge has grown and by 
how much. As. we have seen, the goal of finding non-
quantitative methods for tracking change seems more 
realistic than finding measures. Moreover, finding a  
non-quantitative technique for tracking team learning 
and organisational learning will probably require 
considerable effort. 
4.2 Theories in Practice 
Living and working in the Indonesia-Malaysia-
Thailand growth triangle (IMT GT) I am particularly 
aware of the absence of relevant surveys of KM 
practice in that region. If we ask what aspects of 
learning KM practitioners are inclined to attend to, this 
is an empirical question and the answer is probably that 
we do not know. This limits what we can say about the 
relationship between theory and practice. In this 
section, I offer a series of hypotheses based on 
anecdotal evidence. These hypotheses are about 
obstacles to surveying what KM professionals do 
(subsection 4.2.1) and to actual KM practice 
(subsection 4.2.2). Hypothesis formation clarifies our 
thinking and could lead to more thoughtful practice but 
we should not fall into the trap of accepting a 
hypothesis in the absence of evidence. The purpose of 
hypothesis formation is testing . That is to say: 
appropriate research design would show evidence of an 
effort to break  the hypothesis. In this context, a good 
hypothesis is likely to be bold, specific and general 
(Popper 2002). 
4.2.1 Obstacles to Research 
Some probable obstacles to survey research on KM, 
particularly in the IMT growth triangle, include: 
• There are not many people around with a ‘KM’ 
job title - a low ratio in relation to managers in 
general. 
• Individuals holding explicitly KM positions are 
likely to be IT specialists with an affinity to first 
generation KM. 
• People who see all or part of their job as being KM 
but do not have a KM job title are difficult to 
identify; there is no strongly correlated common 
factor such as job title or easily identifiable 
organisational role. 
• People who self-identify with KM (i.e. it is not in 
their job description) have feelings of amateurism. 
They use KM’s ideas and techniques but do not 
see themselves as ‘real’ practitioners. 
• KM is poorly defined. There is no consensus on 
the function of a knowledge manager which would 
allow a researcher to identify KM practitioners 
independently of their job title or self-
identification. 
• KM is part of a tradition of storytelling. The 
selective narrative accounts typical of writing on 
KM support practitioners but are not useful for 
compiling a survey of practice. 
4.2.2 About KM Practice 
On the question of which conceptions of knowledge 
hold sway in practice, there seems to be consensus, for 
example, that system dynamics does not get much use. 
By contrast, there is anecdotal evidence of anxiety over 
the frequent loss of expert employees. This suggests a 
Maslow-like hierarchy of KM needs  (Maslow, 1943) 
according to which managers ensure that they have the 
human resources they need, that people can 
communicate effectively and have access to 
appropriate information resources. Only then do 
managers attend to the functionality of teams, 
communities of practice and, finally, to the learning 
capabilities of the whole organisation. This hypothesis 
may be speculative but if it is correct, it has parallels 
with the ability of KM practitioners to track the 
effectiveness of their efforts. 
Organizational learning 
  
Figure 3: A hierarchy of needs in Knowledge Management 
practice. 
While the growth of digital and print resources can be 
quantified, personal knowledge can be understood 
qualitatively in a way which allows managers to track 
  
COPs 
 
Team learning 
Access to information 
 
Personal knowledge 
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additions, losses, redundancies and gaps. The 
evaluation of knowledge held in teams is more a matter 
of judgement, as is the effectiveness of communities of 
practice. While sophisticated tools are available to 
provide insight into the way organisations function, we 
do not yet have a useful indicator of the extent to which 
an organisation is a learning organisation in Senge’s 
sense. As we move down this list (and therefore up the 
pyramid shown in Figure 3) issues of tracking and 
quantification become increasingly problematic. Is this 
reflected, to some extent in the priorities set by KM 
practitioners? Donald Schon points to the doctrine of 
technical rationality that still permeates our 
universities, and especially the professional schools.  
He contends that professionals often practice selective 
inattention to the ‘swamp’ of tasks that are “messy and 
confusing and incapable of technical solutions” (Schon, 
1992 p 54). I am suggesting that Schon’s conjecture is 
part of the explanation for the pattern of actual KM 
practice. KM practitioners demonstrate selective 
inattention to team learning, communities of practice 
and organisational learning because of the absence of 
well defined techniques in these areas. In particular, 
these forms of learning (and associated bodies of 
knowledge) are difficult to track.  
However attractive this model may seem, it is a 
hypothetical one and is offered for testing. I am making 
no claims about its accuracy. 
5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
THEORSIST 
It matters that KM practitioners have a coherent 
concept of knowledge and an appropriate base of 
useful theory. With that in mind, this section of this 
paper contains recommendations for theorists.  
KM should move towards a more coherent and shared 
idea of what knowledge is.  Knowledge and its 
relationship to digital data and raw fact-like 
information needs to be more tightly and consistently 
defined. This should be done without wholesale and 
counterintuitive reclassification. To some extent, this 
recommendation is about adopting more consistent 
vocabulary but there is also a need to attend to 
problems in the theory of knowledge and, where they 
look intractable, to sidestep them. 
We need a better understanding of team learning and 
the ways in which participation in communities of 
practice supports the function of organisations. It 
would be helpful to develop some indicators, of team 
learning  and organisational learning  in Senge’s sense. 
Even if indicators are crude, they might prove to be 
useful management tools.  
KM professionals need practical guidance on how, if at 
all, systems dynamics can simplify and support their 
practice. 
6.0 CONCLUSION 
Knowledge Management is in its infancy. As Drucker 
(1993) points out, our current use of the word 
organisation  dates from the middle of the 20th Century.  
If our understanding of organisations and, particularly, 
communal learning seems primitive, we should not be 
despondent. This merely indicates a need for 
theoretical development. 
KM is an eclectic design science which incorporates 
ideas from various disciplines and embraces diverse 
and apparently inconsistent concepts of knowledge.  
Some taxonomies in regular use in KM seem 
incoherent and require revision Some conceptions of 
knowledge imply an irreversible growth of knowledge 
which can be quantified. Other conceptions resist 
quantitative analysis but are too important to be 
ignored. This situation has practical consequences. 
Management initiatives to address specific aspects of 
knowledge cannot be monitored or evaluated as we 
would like. In part, this is because we currently lack 
the theoretical tools, including useful indicators.  
 
This paper attempts to lay these issues out as plainly as 
possible and to clarify some of the issues in the theory 
of knowledge relevant to KM. It includes a number of 
hypotheses about KM practice and about obstacles to 
empirical research into KM practice. It includes 
recommendations for development in the theory of 
knowledge, learning theory and applicable system 
dynamics.   
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